ment of industrial workers and their allies in other social groups. Orthodox Marxists, of course, had no use for such sloppiness: without the ideology, there could be no true socialism. Many socialists, however, were drawn to the movement not by philosophical or even economic doctrine, but by its appeal to a sense of justice, its historical sweep, or a desire for human solidarity. It should not be remarkable, therefore, to find that Marx was not necessarily the touchstone of socialism for Social Gospel leaders.
A professor of ethics and theology at Harvard from 1880 until his retirement in 1913, the Unitarian Francis Greenwood Peabody (1847-1936) was the most conservative of the three on social issues.5 The son of the minister at the King's Chapel, he found his education uninspired by the Unitarian orthodoxy of Harvard College and Divinity School. In Germany in the early 1870s, he tried Heidelberg, and then Leipzig, but was frustrated by the "arid rationalism" of the former and the "defensive orthodoxy" of the latter. At Halle, he found in the pietist mysticism and friendliness of Friedrich A. G. Tholuck a more congenial model of Christianity. He also absorbed the scientific-historical approach to the Bible and religion and became convinced that scholarship did not necessarily invalidate faith.6 In his career as theologian and ethicist, he combined a strong commitment to the inductive method and a profound interest in individual religious and moral experience.
Peabody was one of the first American academicians to teach a course on social ethics. The field was new, and he groped even for a name for his course, which eventually became a separate department, before adopting William James's suggestion, "Social Ethics."7 Utilizing the case-study method to elucidate ethical principles for charity work and municipal reform, he soon became a noted spokesman for the Social Gospel. In the 1890s he appeared before the World's Parliament of Religions and at Chautauqua, and when his own denomination established a social-service department in 1908, he wrote and spoke for it. 8 From first to last, Peabody Peabody opened this book by noting that agitation for social change had become a dominant feature of the age. This agitation was marked by "radical intention" (or "scope of reconstructive purpose") and "ethical passion" (or "sense of wrong"), and also by a seeming kinship with the spirit of Christianity. Yet "nothing [was] in fact more conspicuous" than its irreligion. Though the estrangement between church and social protest was widespread, socialists, influenced by German philosophical materialism, displayed a particular "antipathy to spiritual ideals." "It is not enough to say that the socialist programme is indifferent to religion," he wrote. "It undertakes to provide a substitute for religion ... an alternative to the Christian religion." Peabody granted that the link between philosophical materialism and socialist economic analysis might have been fortuitous-"a perversion of its characteristic aim, which can have occurred only through an unfortunate historical accident"-but for him that link was nonetheless fatal.10
As for those who attempted to ground socialism in the Christian faith, Peabody viewed their effort as unhistorical and unbiblical. He dismissed attempts by Ernst Renan (Life of Jesus, 1863), Francesco Nitti (Catholic Socialism, 1890), and George D. Herron (Between Caesar and Jesus, 1899) to make Jesus a revolutionary figure and the primitive church a normative or successful model of collective ownership. Not only were such claims unsupported by a close examination of the biblical record, Peabody's analysis of which was heavily fortified with German citations; even if their views were correct, to seek a "literal reproduction" of first-century practices was simply to "run away" from the circumstances of modern economic life.'1 For Peabody, Jesus was "not a reformer but a revealer," "not primarily an agitator with a plan, but an idealist with a vision." The mission of this Jesus had been "religious"-"the disclosure to the human soul of its relation to God"-and he refused to let social conditions divert him from it.12 This interpretation rested on Peabody's firm conviction that correct hermeneutical principles must begin with the great diversity and "occasionalism" of Jesus' teachings. Jesus was not systematic but responded to each individual he encountered in a specific context. All attempts to force a literal or programmatic interpretation upon the Gospels ignored that fact. Peabody insisted on moving from the "letter" to the "spirit" (Jesus' "general habit of mind") to draw out inductively the principles behind occasional utterances.13 Though Peabody believed that Christian faith had social consequences, one searches his books in vain for principles of social equity or an imperative of justice in the relationships of social groups. Jesus' social ideal centered on the idea of the Kingdom of God, which was both present within individuals and coming as "an unfolding process of social righteousness."14Jesus' method, however, was to regenerate individuals, who would then advance the process: Jesus "approaches the social question from within; he deals with individuals; he makes men"-"first persons fit for the Kingdom, then the better world."15 Socialists started at the wrong end by proposing "a sheer material, external rearrangement of possessions and facilities," when the real problem was "not a mechanical difficulty, but a moral fault." Not only that, but they naively presumed to erect a social system that required unselfishness and cooperation without providing any means for promoting such virtues. External changes could not transform those "who are now brutally self-seeking and cynically cruel, into agents of magnanimity, fraternity, and justice." 16 Peabody emphasized repeatedly that progress rested on "character." In personal life, character meant poise, simplicity, peace, and grace; applied by the individual to social life, it meant sacrifice, service, and idealism.17 Neither Jesus' teachings nor modern conditions supported the conclusion that Christian character could not flourish under capitalism. Nor was there any reason to indict the rich as a class. Jesus simply did not judge individuals by economic categories. Rather, he spoke of wealth as a "trust"; only when its use failed the test of stewardship was it "a peril to be escaped." Sound exegesis prohibited taking his judgments on the rich literally. 18 Peabody was rather sanguine about industrial conditions in his own day. Industrial conflict was "at bottom not an economic antagonism at all," but rather an expression of "moral distrust" on the part of the working class, which businessmen could alleviate through careful experiments with industrial cooperation.19 Any economic system could be abused by bad people, while conversely, any system, including capitalism, might be "sufficiently effective and just."20 The system was secondary and really meant little; character was not only primary, but, in Peabody's view, virtually the whole of the matter.
Washington Gladden (1836-1918), pastor of the First Congregational Church of Columbus, Ohio, shared Peabody's beliefs that Christianity begins by transforming individuals and that socialism slighted "character." His view of the interplay between the individual and social forces, however, led him to argue that the regeneration of persons and structural change must be concurrent. Though he also rejected socialism, he saw it as more than mechanical tinkering and tried to identify its affinities with Christianity. His experiences as an urban pastor also informed his thinking in ways that Peabody's studies seem not to have done. 21 Gladden was an idealist who judged society by principles of harmony and fairness he considered constant. He was also a pragmatist who tested programs by their workability and emphasized the next steps to be taken. His ideas about labor relations, race, municipal reform, and poverty reveal great flexibility in the light of changing conditions and fresh information. Nothing illustrates this flexibility better than his remarkable shift from paternalistic criticisms of trade unions in the 1870s to a grudging acknowledgment in the mid-1880s that if conflict was to govern industrial relations, workers must be able to protect their interests.22 Social conflict was not ideal, but justice demanded that one side not tyrannize the other.
Gladden's appraisals of socialism extended from the mid-1880s to the 1910s and appeared in unpublished sermons, numerous articles, and several of his books. Though many points of emphasis remained unchanged in these years, a growing understanding of social discontent and increasing impatience with American capitalists are discernible. In these appraisals, Gladden assumed the role of moderate interpreter of the pros and cons-or, as he put it in his first piece on the subject, the "strength and weakness"-of socialism.23 Gladden never accepted Karl Marx's doctrines of economic determinism, surplus value, class conflict, and the historical mission of the proletariat. He often admitted, however, that the socialist indictment of capitalism was "substantially correct": workers' wages had grown less rapidly than the national wealth, frequent depressions made their lives insecure, and they saw few avenues of escape, while business concentration and "plutocracy" grew apace. In his view, it was not capitalism per se that was wrong but, rather, a false view of society, in which the "sole motive power is self-interest."24 A response to the "unsocialism" of laissez faire, whose most extreme spokesman, Herbert Spencer, was one of Gladden's chief villains, socialism was the "reaction of a scourged and outraged humanity against the greed and rapacity of the individualistic regime."25 Laissez faire meant not only "let well-enough alone," but also "let ill-enough alone," on the theory that "ill-enough, if let alone long enough, will turn to well-enough." And that was patently false. Moreover, the vaunted freedom of competitive theory was "a very illusory possession" for women and children who had to bargain with powerful employers: "freedom to take what is offered or starve."26 Speaking to his denomination's national council in 1889, Gladden remarked: "If I were shut up to the alternatives of Individualism with its fierce survival of the strongest and Socialism with its levelling tendencies, I should take my stand with the Socialists.... We ought to favor state action whose purpose it is to improve the condition of the poorest and least fortunate classes . . . the real motive of Socialism."27 Nineteenth-century individualism would have to yield to "fraternity."28 "Intelligent socialists" simply wanted a political economy that provided "equal opportunities for all and special privileges for none" and spread social burdens evenly. "Surely," Gladden wrote, "Christianity demands nothing less than this." The weakness of socialism was not in its complaint, but in its methods and remedy, and it was here that Christians took exception to it.29 When Gladden turned to criticism, he did so at two levels: one involved his objections to structural features of a socialist society; the other involved what he considered a fundamental difference over the dynamics of social change. In 1886, taking Laurence Gronlund's The Cooperative Commonwealth (1884) as a blueprint, Gladden feared a bureaucracy that "would break down under its own weight," a deadening sameness in consumer goods, a loss of individual freedom, and devaluation of both inventiveness and managerial talent.30 Similarly, in 1893 he faulted socialism for undervaluing "the functions of mind in production," being "too vast for human power" (especially with regard to determining wants, needs, and compensation), and seeking "creature comfort" at the expense of character.31 "Character" was of special significance to Gladden as it was to Peabody. He did not, however, push his critique to total rejection of socialism. His concern was to balance collective action through government, on one hand, and personal freedom and responsibility, on the other. He told his congregation: "We must never imagine that the government of the state or the nation can be turned into a good fairy that shall empty the horn of plenty at every man's door and let him consume without care what has been gathered without toil.... If we ask the state to relieve us of the responsibility of caring for ourselves, we simply ask to be stripped of the highest prerogative of manhood."32 "For my own part, while I am willing to extend the sphere of the state in certain directions, I am very clear that I do not wish to have it extended until it covers the whole of life," he said on another occasion. To make the state a "Colossal Providence" rather than a "Guarantor of Equal Opportunities" would be "to do what the infinite Benevolence refuses to do." Legitimate though it was, the reaction against individualism might go too far.33 The proper analogy for society was neither the "sand-heap" (individualism) nor the "chemical compound" (socialism), but the human organism, each part of which "is one" but "finds its life in the life of the larger unity." Without substantial freedom to own and use property, individual identity and character development would be in jeopardy. 34 Gladden welcomed the growth of government, which in a democracy was only an agent of "the economic and social cooperation of all the people for the common good."35 A proponent of incremental increases in the regulatory and welfare functions of government, he also advocated public ownership of "natural or virtual monopolies" and anticipated that public ownership might eventually include other economic enterprises.36 He envisioned, in short, a mixed economy and objected not to significant increases in state power, but to the speed and scope of the socialist approach.
The second level on which Gladden criticized socialism involved the relative importance of individual regeneration and structural change. He displayed little concern over the antipathy of some socialists to religion; unlike Peabody, who saw in socialism only a "material, external rearrangement of possessions and facilities," he found a religious yearning for a better world akin to the Christian hope for the Kingdom of God.37 But he believed that socialists focused too much on environment and neglected the task of creating socialized individuals: they would "erect the structure of economic Socialism on the basis of moral individualism." It was not, for Gladden, an either-or matter, or, as it was for Peabody, a matter of sequence. It was, instead, a matter of concurrent emphasis. "If you ask which of these must take the precedence," he wrote, "I answer neither; they must be held together." "All morality," after all, was social, not individual.38 Any conception of the individual as other than a social being who is related continually and inextricably to others through natural social groups and institutions, and by law, morals, and custom, was fallacious. In Gladden's view, Jesus recognized this when he taught the "fatherhood of God" and "brotherhood of features of socialism that he found objectionable. In Christianizing the Social Order (1912), for example, he focused on socialist antagonism to the church as an "alloy" that repelled Christians from socialism who otherwise saw in it "the most thorough and consistent economic elaboration of the Christian social ideal" and "the most powerful force for justice, democracy, and organized fraternity in the modern world." Noting the German origins of the antireligious animus, the Socialist Party's stated neutrality toward religion, and the involvement of many ministers in the party, he concluded that antagonism toward religion was "in no way essential to Socialist thought." It made it hard for those like him who had "drawn their economic insight from Socialism," however, "to cooperate whole-heartedly with party socialism as they actually find it."52 His intention, he explained to Peabody, was to encourage rapprochement between party and church: "I am not going to tell the Socialists that I expect them to remain atheists. I shall tell them that they are now religious in spite of themselves and that an increased approach to religion is inevitable as they emerge from the age of polemics and dogmatism."53 Still, hostility to religion among socialists obviously disturbed him.
Similarly, a lecture on "The Right and Wrong of Socialism," given in 1914 and 1915, included no less than eleven faults in spirit, tactics, and balance. These included, alongside his earlier complaints, an exaggerated economic determinism, inadequate emphasis on personal morality, an unrealistic estimate of the goodness and competence of the working class, and an appeal to class hatred.54 A short piece on Christian socialism, published posthumously, while identifying Christian socialists as a possible bridge between Christianity and socialism because they shared "the essential convictions" of both, insisted that they were "not a mere echo of orthodox Socialism," but were "in conscious antagonism" to its materialistic philosophy, antireligious tendencies, and neglect of individual moral responsibility. 55 In a way that Gladden could not, Rauschenbusch saw himself as a mediator between Christianity and socialism. His first loyalty was to the Christian ideal of the Kingdom of God as both here and yet ever coming. But the attraction of socialism as a force working toward that Kingdom was powerful. Nowhere is this clearer than in his most famous book, Christianity and the Social Crisis (1907). Though its radicalism escaped many readers, it was a ringing endorsement of a gradualistic and idealistic socialism. Rauschenbusch grounded this endorsement in several historical chapters intended to show that "the essen- tial purpose of Christianity was to transform human society into the kingdom of God by regenerating all human relations and reconstituting them in accordance with the will of God."56 Working through the prophets, Jesus, and the primitive church, he found a consistent call for a righteous society. The prophets' morality was not individualistic; it was "the public morality on which national life is founded." Jesus appropriated their message when he announced that the Kingdom of God was at hand; he was "a Hebrew prophet preparing men for the righteous social order." And the early Christian communities, organized for mutual help, exhibited "a strong leaven of democracy and protest."57 Anticipating the "preferential option for the poor" of later liberation theology, Rauschenbusch stated that the prophets were "almost monotonous" in siding with the poor and thatJesus' "fundamental sympathies ... were with the poor and oppressed."58 Because conquest and captivity turned the prophetic tradition inward and Roman oppression and Gentile culture subsequently distorted the Christian church's understanding of Jesus' message of social transformation, the biblical record was not uniform; the ethical-social impulse that was its genius, however, was clear.59 Rauschenbusch agreed with Peabody that Jesus was not "a social reformer of the modern type" and insisted that he approached the problems of his day from a moral and religious point of view.60 Whereas Peabody's Jesus did not apply categories of wealth or poverty to individuals, however, Rauschenbusch's Jesus taught that riches were obstacles to the "revolutionary" Kingdom standards ofjustice, equality, and love. As for the early church, Peabody had found no widespread, compulsory, or successful common ownership of goods, and Rauschenbusch agreed to a point. "Generosity," not compulsion, had characterized early Christian communities. Rauschenbusch concluded, however, that economic mutuality had been fairly widespread, successful, and long-lasting.61 He believed no more than Peabody that first-century practices could be applied to modern industrial conditions; he did believe that Jesus' message yielded normative principles for the structure of society and the relationships among social groups. 
